The drawings included in the figures were made in one of two ways:
The entire animal was drawn, with the aid of a Bausch and Lomb Tri- The terminology used is basically the same as that in Lewis (1964) . To facilitate the use of the thoracic leg tables, a hypothetical thoracic leg is shown in figure 1 , and the component parts of the armament of the legs are shown in tabular form in table 1. Lewis, 1964 Figures 5; 126,/j; 13&
Dentigryps bifurcatus Lewis, 1964, p. 203, figs. 17, 18. Locality.-Hawaii.
Hosts. Dentigryps curtus Wilson, 1913, p. 222, pi. 32, figs. 127-135; Wilson, 1935, p. 331; Yeatman, 1957 , p. 346, figs. 1-16: Lewis, 1964 The basic structures comprising the maxilla-the two segments, two saber-shaped terminal processes, and the membrane on the second segment-are similar in all four species. The interspecific differences in this appendage are caused by the presence or absence of an acces- The maxilliped, like the maxilla, is basically similar in all four species, the only major difference being the presence or absence of a distally indented swelling on the inner surface of the male appendage. Whether the difference in the exopodite makeup of the third leg indicates a fusion of segments (from a 1-3-2 to 1-2-2 condition), a division of segments (from a 1-2-2 to a 1-3-2 condition), or simply a peculiar series in the pertinent armature elements could not be (1913) (1913) . The problem of the fifth-leg projection and its effect on the family status of the genus cannot be answered by the author at the present time; many euryphorids possess the fifth-leg projection and it is also present in a much reduced state in some of the caligids. In general, however, the appendage complement of Dentigryps, and its makeup, especially that of the first four thoracic legs, is characteristic of the family Caligidae. This condition, in addition to the character of the cephalothorax, fourth pedigerous segment, genital segment, and abdomen, appears to warrant the continued inclusion of the genus in the family Caligidae, Within the Caligidae, Dentigryps most closely approximates Lepeophtheirus. The major difference between these two genera is the strongly projecting fifth leg of Dentigryps. Some members of the genus Lepeophtheirus, however, possess small but distinct spikelike fifth legs (e.g., L. goniistii Yamaguti, 1936; L. hastatus Shiino, 1960 (1964) .
It then appears that the major diagnostic difference between the two genera is the length of the fifth-leg projection, which is long and distinct in members of the genus Dentigryps and short and indistinct in those members of the genus Lepeophtheirus that possess the characteristic.
Lepeophtheirus spinifer Kh-tisinghe (1937) Kirtisinghe (1937) nor Rangnekar (1959) give a substantial description of the species and do not compare it with Dentigryps.
